
LODI GENERAL PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

CITY OF LODI FEBRUARY 2010

SCH# 2009022075





CITY OF LODI FEBRUARY 2010

LODI GENERAL PLAN
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

SCH# 2009022075





 

Table of Contents 

1 Introduction ............................................................................ 1-1

Purpose ....................................................................................................................................... 1-1

Organization .............................................................................................................................. 1-1

Process ........................................................................................................................................ 1-2

2 Comments on the Draft EIR ................................................. 2-1

3 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR ........................... 3-1

Agencies...................................................................................................................................... 3-1

Organizations/Individuals ........................................................................................................ 3-7

Oral Testimony ....................................................................................................................... 3-18

4 Revisions to the Draft EIR ..................................................... 4-1

 

 

 





1-1 

1 Introduction

This Program Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared by the City of Lodi 
(City) in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City is the 
lead agency responsible for ensuring that the proposed Lodi General Plan (General Plan) 
complies with CEQA. 

PURPOSE 

The Final EIR includes the Draft EIR and this document, which includes Comments on and 
Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR, and minor corrections and clarifications to the 
Draft EIR. It is intended to disclose to City decision makers, responsible agencies, 
organizations, and the general public, the potential impacts of implementing the proposed 
General Plan. This program level analysis addresses potential impacts of activities associated 
with implementation of the General Plan, which are described in Chapter 2: Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR. 

The primary purpose of the Final EIR is to revise and refine the environmental analysis in the 
Draft EIR, published November 25, 2009, in response to comments received during the 45-day 
public review period. The review period for the Draft EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 
2006022008) was from November 25, 2009 to January 11, 2010. This document, combined with 
the Draft EIR, constitutes the Final EIR on the project. This Final EIR amends and incorporates 
by reference the Draft EIR, which is available as a separately-bound document from the City of 
Lodi Community Development Department, 221 W. Pine Street, in Lodi, and also available on 
the Internet at http://www.lodi.gov/community_development/general_plan/reports.htm. 

The Draft EIR contains some impacts that are significant and unavoidable despite extensive 
mitigating policies, specifically impacts to traffic and circulation, agricultural resources, climate 
change and greenhouse gases, air quality, and noise. Other potentially significant impacts can 
be avoided or reduced to levels that are not significant through implementation of the policies 
identified in the Draft EIR. 

ORGANIZATION 

This document contains the following components:  

Chapter 2 lists all of the agencies and individuals that submitted written comments 
on the Draft EIR; reproduces all comments and provides a unique number for each 
EIR comment in the page margin.  

Chapter 3 provides responses to comments, numbered, and in order according to 
the comments in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 4 lists revisions to the Draft EIR by chapter and page, in the same order as 
the revisions would appear in the Draft EIR. Additional tables and graphics appear 
at the end of this chapter, also in the same order that they would appear in the 
Draft EIR. 
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PROCESS 

Upon publication of the Final EIR, the City Council will hold a public hearing to certify the 
EIR and to consider adoption of the proposed General Plan. The City Council will determine 
the adequacy of the Final EIR, and, if determined adequate, will certify the document as 
compliant with CEQA. For impacts identified in the EIR that cannot be reduced to a level that 
is less than significant, the City must make findings and prepare a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for approval of the Project if specific social, economic, or other factors justify 
the proposed Project’s unavoidable adverse environmental effects.  

If the City decides to approve the proposed Project for which the Final EIR has been prepared, 
it will issue a Notice of Determination. 

Copies of the Final EIR have been provided to agencies and other parties that commented on 
the Draft EIR or have requested the Final EIR. The Final EIR is also available at the City of Lodi 
Community Development Department, 221 W. Pine Street, in Lodi and the City’s website at: 
http://www.lodi.gov/community_development/general_plan/reports.htm.  
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2 Comments on the Draft EIR 

This chapter contains copies of the comment letters and oral comments received on the Draft 
EIR of the proposed General Plan. A total of 44 comments were received during the 45-day 
comment period. Additionally, oral comments were heard at a Planning Commission public 
hearing on the Draft EIR, on December 9, 2009. Each comment letter is numbered, and each 
individual comment is assigned a number in the page margin. Responses to each comment are 
provided in Chapter 3 of this document. Please note that only comments on the Draft EIR are 
addressed in this Final EIR. Where comments are on the merits of the proposed General Plan 
rather than on the Draft EIR, this is noted in the response. Where appropriate, the information 
and/or revisions suggested in these comment letters have been incorporated into the Final EIR. 
These revisions are included in Chapter 4 of this document. 

Comments Received on the Proposed Lodi General Plan

Letter # Date Agency/Organization Commenter

Public Agencies (Federal, State Regional, Local)

A1 December 14, 2009 Central Valley Flood Protection James Herota 

A2 January 6, 2010 Department of Transportation Tom Dumas 

A3 January 8, 2010 Public Utilities Commission Moses Stites 

A4 January 11, 2010 City of Stockton Kevin O’Rourke

A5 January 11, 2010 San Joaquin Council of Governments Dana Cowell 

A6 January 11, 2010 San Joaquin Council of Governments Dana Cowell 

A7 January 11, 2010 San Joaquin County: Community Devel-

opment Department 

Kerry Sullivan 

Organizations/Individuals  

B1 December 9, 2009 Jane Wagner-Tyack

B2 January 8, 2010 Herum/Crabtree Attorneys Steven A. Herum

B3 Bruce Fry 

B4 January 10, 2010 Joseph L. Manassero

B5 January 10, 2010 Catherine T. Manassero

B6 January 10, 2010 Michael J. Manassero

B7 January 10, 2010 Patricia M. Manassero

B8 January 10, 2010 Jack D. Ward 

B9 January 10, 2010 Joseph Kaehler

B10 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B11 January 10, 2010 John Kaehler

B12 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B13 January 10, 2010 Grace Puccinelli

B14 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 
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Comments Received on the Proposed Lodi General Plan

Letter # Date Agency/Organization Commenter

B15 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B16 January 10, 2010 Douglass Manassero

B17 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B18 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B19 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B20 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B21 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B22 January 10, 2010 Steve J. Borra Jr.

B23 January 10, 2010 Beverly Borra 

B24 January 10, 2010 Lucille Borra 

B25 January 10, 2010 Gary Tsutsumi 

B26 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B27 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B28 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B29 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B30 January 10, 2010 Thomas Gooding

B31 January 10, 2010 Louise Gooding

B32 January 10, 2010 Illegible name 

B33 January 10, 2010 Diede Construction, Inc Mike Mason 

B34 January 10, 2010 Diede Construction, Inc Jake Diede 

B35 January 10, 2010 Diede Construction, Inc Steven L. Diede

B36 January 10, 2010 Diede Construction, Inc Izzac Ramirez 

B37 January 10, 2010 Diede Construction, Inc Robert Lee 

Oral Testimony (C) 

C1 December 9, 2009 Planning Commission Hearing
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Steven A. Herum
sherum@herumcrabtree.com

January 8, 2010

City of Lodi Community Development Department
Lodi City Hall
Post Office Box 3006
Lodi, California 95241-1910

Re: City of Lodi General Plan EIR

Dear Members of the Lodi Community Development Department:

These comments on the City of Lodi General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report are
submitted on behalf of property owners generally located in the southern part of the City's
General Plan and generally described in the draft General Plan as Alternative A.  Several
members of the client group presently enjoy the PRR General Plan designation. My client
group favors Alternative A and favors retaining the PRR General Plan designation (or its new
equivalent) in the new general plan.

1. The PR designation contains special rights that should not be obliterated by this new
General Plan.

By way of background three local families, the Fry, Costa, Beckman, and Fink families,
actively participated in the 1990 Lodi General Plan update.  Specifically they asked that
their property be included in the General Plan so that ancillary infrastructure plans, such as
water, sewer and storm drain, could be designed to include their properties.  After more than
fifteen presentations to the planning commission and city council, the city council agreed to
include these properties in the General Plan with a designation of PRR and agree that
infrastructure plans would be designed to include capacity for these territories. As a
condition for this city action the City required the landowners to enter into a formal
agreement with the City to pay for their fair share of oversized infrastructure.  A formal
agreement was negotiated and submitted by City Attorney Bob W. McNatt to the City Council
for approval.  The City Council approved the agreement as recommended by staff.

It is vital to note that during the course of these numerous hearings no member of the public
appeared and opposed the request of these three families.

The essence of the agreement focuses on the property owners' promise to pay their fair
share contribution to oversize a sewer line that could serve their properties.  The property
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owners agreed to pay their fair share contribution when the City of Lodi demanded that
payment be made.  Subsequently, on July 11, 1997, the City Attorney authored an opinion
about the agreement, stating:

"Your current clients (Fry, Costa, Beckman and Fink) have a beneficial
interest in the improvements which they may wish to save by seeking
specific performance on their behalf.  The sizing and location of the
improvements is directly for the benefit of your current clients, not for
the benefit of the City."

(Emphasis and underlining added.)

Indeed, the City subsequently, in May 2003, made a demand based upon the Agreement for
the property owners to pay their fair share for oversizing the sewer line.  The property owners
promptly satisfied the City's demand by submitting $177,789.72 as their fair share for
oversizing the sewer line.

As the City Attorney has opined, the oversizing of the sewer line is for the benefit of these
property owners and not for the benefit of the City.  If the City takes away the PRR
designation then these property owners will be deprived of the benefit of their bargain from
the Agreement and will have relied upon City actions to their detriment.  Hence notions of
fairness and minimum legal requirements compel the City to retain the PRR designation or
equivalent for these properties.

Since these properties need to retain a land use designation signifying that the properties
are expected to build out during the General Plan planning period it makes sense to include
the remainder of Area A within the General Plan.

2. Alternative A is the Environmental Superior Alternative for the General Plan and can
facilitate the City's two percent growth policy.

The Draft EIR admits that Alternative A is the environmental superior alternative. (DEIR at e-
6, 4-20.)  It has "fewer vehicle trips, miles of travel, hours of travel and hours of delay than
the proposed general plan."  (DEIR at 4-8.)  It has "reduced impact to agricultural resources
(DEIR at 4-9) less VTMs (DEIR at 4-10), and less demand for fire, police and other
emergency services.  DEIR at 4-17.

The DEIR's criticism of Alternative A is that is cannot independently facilitate meeting the
City's two percent growth policy and therefore this policy will not be attained and ambient
growth pressure will be redirected to other communities.
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This analysis is fatally flawed for two reasons:

First, an environmentally superior alternative does not need to match all of the project
objectives in order to be a viable alternative. See

Second, this means that Alternative A can be matched or blended with either the preferred
alternative or with another alternative and facilitate the two percent growth policy.  To the
extent this method places additional land into the general plan than may be anticipated for
development during the general plan's planning period, the City's annexation policy can
control the rate, location and timing of the City's expansion with an eye toward the efficient
provision for services, environmental considerations and preservation of agricultural lands.

In short, the Draft EIR ineffectively dispenses with the environmental superior alternative by
designing false choices.  Correctly framed, the issue isn't whether Alternative A should be
adopted to the exclusion of the preferred alternative. Instead the correct way to view the
question is whether Alternative A (the environmentally superior alternative) can be
integrated into another alterative with the City's future growth pattern determined by the
City's annexation policy.

In advance, thank you for your attention to these comments.

Very truly yours,

STEVEN A. HERUM
Attorney-at-Law

SAH:lac

cc: Client
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City of Lodi Community Development Department 
Lodi City Hall 
Post Office Box 3006 
Lodi, California 95241-1910 
 
Re:  City of Lodi General Plan Draft EIR 
 
Dear Lodi Community Development Department, 
 

Alternative A should be adopted or integrated into the Draft Preferred General Plan Alternative for 
several reasons:   

o It is the environmentally superior alternative 
o It is the most logical progression of the City’s growth is to the South due to the current 

planning designation of PRR which was established in the 1991 General Plan and should 
not be removed and placed to the West side of the City 

o It retains the PRR General Plan designation (or as it is called in the new General Plan, 
Urban Reserve [UR]) in the new general plan. 

o It does not revoke the decision or the integrity of past city council members of establishing 
the PRR zone [South of Harney Lane, North of Armstrong Road, East of Lower 
Sacramento Road and west of Highway 99]. 

o It does not revoke the good faith effort/cooperation Armstrong Road Property Owners 
have done to research and propose the Armstrong Road Agricultural Cluster Zoning 
Concept.  In the property owners good faith effort they have never stated over the many 
years of discussion of taking away or removing the PRR zoning south of Harney Lane.  So 
it would be of bad faith and poor cooperation for the City of Lodi to remove the PRR 
south of Harney and place it on the West side. 

o The DEIR does not state what factors caused the Urban Reserve or PRR to be moved 
from South of Harney to the west side, when the most recent developments have been 
south of Harney Lane [The Blue Shield Project and the new Costco Project in 2010]. So it 
would be a logical conclusion for the city to grow south due to all the infrastructure 
planning south of Harney Lane 

The definition of UR is as follows:  The Plan identifies Urban Reserve areas to 
provide additional area for development, if sufficient capacity to accommodate 
growth in the initial phases is not available. 
So to fulfill the growth needs of Lodi, Urban Reserve should be maintained in the 
area described above south of Harney Lane and North of Armstrong Road.  If 
more area is needed to fill growth needs then establish a west side Urban Reserve 

Of the 16 topics [Land Use & Housing, Traffic & Circulation, Agricultural Resources, Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Climate Change & Greenhouse Gases, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, Air Quality, Flood Hazards, Seismic & Geologic Hazards, Noise, Hazardous Materials & 
Toxics, Infrastructure, Public Facilities, Parks & Recreation and Visual Resources] evaluated in the 
DEIR, the Hydrology and Water Quality topic should be evaluated in more detail 

o Supply:  What are the back-up procedures if 1, 2, 3 or more ground water pumps go dry or 
malfunction?  Are water contracts in place for replacement?  How fast can water be 
reestablished?  Where would the city get their water?  How does that affect agriculture? 
What are the costs associated with all the different options?   Also, it is vital that the City of 
Lodi go forward as quickly as possible with the water treatment plant to use the banked 
Woodbridge Irrigation District surface water rather than pumping ground water.  By 
pumping out of the over drafted ground water aquifer it has detrimental effects on the 
agricultural farming businesses surrounding the City of Lodi.  As the saying goes, “No 
Water No Farming, No Farming No Food, No Food No Economy.”  Agriculture is the 
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economic engine in Lodi and San Joaquin County.  According to an Economic Impact 
Report done by the Lodi Winegrape Commission and the Lodi District Grape Growers in 
2009, wine and winegrapes alone have a $5 billion economic impact to San Joaquin 
County. So, the City of Lodi needs to help in every way possible to keep agriculture 
economically viable which in turn keeps the City of Lodi economy moving.  One step 
would be by switching their source of water from ground water to surface water. 

o Demand 
o Quality 

 Policy changes 
o C-P8 Adopt an agricultural conservation program (ACP) establishing a mitigation fee to 

protect and conserve agricultural lands: 
Comments:  When establishing the ACP, besides the City of Lodi residents and 
policy makers, surrounding property owners in San Joaquin County, the San 
Joaquin Farm Bureau and other agricultural interests should be fully involved in 
the process of establishing the ACP and mitigation fee  
The ACP should encourage that conservation easement locations are prioritized 
but a ratio [agricultural land : land developed] and fee should not be established or 
set until the ACP is finalized 

o Existing language:  C-P2: Work with San Joaquin County and relevant land owners to 
ensure economic viability of grape growing, winemaking, and supporting industries, to 
ensure the preservation of viable agricultural land use.  New language:  C-P2: Work with 
San Joaquin County, the City of Stockton, the City of Galt, San Joaquin Farm Bureau and 
surrounding land owners to ensure economic viability of all agricultural businesses and 
supporting industries to ensure the preservation of viable agricultural land use 

 
 
Thank you for allowing my comments and taking them into consideration. 
 
 
Bruce Fry 
22000 Lower Sacramento Road 
Acampo, CA 
95220 
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3 Response to Comments on the Draft EIR 

This chapter includes responses to each comment, and in the same order, as presented in 
Chapter 2. The responses are marked with the same number-letter combination as the 
comment to which they respond, as shown in the margin of the comment letters.  

Proposed General Plan policies are referenced in several responses below. During preparation 
of the Draft EIR and this Final EIR, additional policy measures and edits to proposed policies 
were identified to further reduce potential impacts. New policy measures have been assigned 
with the suffix “NEW” (e.g. T-PNEW). Proposed policies that have been recommended for 
revisions are assigned with the suffix “EDIT” (e.g. T-P1EDIT); text additions are noted in 
underline and text deletions appear in strikeout. 

AGENCIES 

A1: Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

A1-1:  The City acknowledges that the Central Valley Flood Protection Board’s (Board) 
jurisdiction includes the Mokelumne River, as a tributary of the San Joaquin River and 
that a Board permit will be required for activities, such as construction or landscaping, 
within the Board’s jurisdiction. This letter does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. 

A2: Department of Transportation 

A2-1:  The City acknowledges that State Route 12 (Kettleman Lane) is a Caltrans State 
Highway and that the Congestion Management Program identifies a Level of Service 
standard of D for this route. The proposed General Plan policies both titled “T-NEW” 
on page 3.2-25 underscore the City’s understanding of the jurisdictional boundaries, 
stating: “For purposes of design review and environmental assessment, apply a 
standard of Level of Service E during peak hour conditions on all streets in the City’s 
jurisdiction…” (emphasis added) and that the City will “Strive to comply with the Level 
of Service standards and other performance measures on Routes of Regional 
Significance as defined by the County-wide Congestion Management Program.”  

A2-2:  This comment regarding adding a truck route map to the General Plan represents a 
comment on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does 
not require a response here. For information purposes, it should be noted, a truck route 
map was provided in an earlier working paper, published in July 2007 as part of the 
General Plan update process. See Figure 3-5 in “Land Use, Transportation, 
Environment, and Infrastructure” available on the City’s website:  

 http://www.lodi.gov/community_development/general_plan/reports.htm.  

A2-3:  The City acknowledges that future development projects may have impacts to the State 
highway system and, consistent with current City practice, future developments with 
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the potential to cause significant impacts would be subject to environmental review 
procedures, including preparation of a traffic impact study. Several General Plan 
policies are intended to ensure that appropriate reviews are applied.  For example, 
Policy T-P1 ensures consistency between the timing of new development and the 
infrastructure needed to serve that development, and Policy T-P2 calls for project 
reviews to ensure that appropriate mitigations are identified and provided.  Policy T-P3 
commits the City to work collaboratively with San Joaquin County, San Joaquin 
Council of Governments, and Caltrans to successfully implement transportation 
improvements in the vicinity of Lodi. 

A2-4:  The City acknowledges the importance of consistency between local and regional/State 
transportation plan and seeks to further reduce Impact 3.2-1, regarding plan 
consistency by modifying policy T-P3 to read as follows: Work collaboratively with San 
Joaquin County, San Joaquin Council of Governments, and Caltrans to maintain 
consistency with regional and State plans, and to successfully implement transportation 
improvements in the vicinity of Lodi. 

A2-5:  The proposed Lodi General Plan presents population and employment projections, 
shown in Table ES-1 on page E-4. Although projections from the San Joaquin Council 
of Governments (SJCOG) were reviewed and consulted, the proposed General Plan’s 
projections are based on calculations resulting from land use changes in the General 
Plan Land Use Diagram. The City acknowledges that projections by SJCOG are used as 
the foundation for the Regional Transportation Plan, Air Quality Conformity Analyses, 
traffic modeling, and other planning studies. The agency periodically updates its 
projections by—among other means—surveying local planning departments. The 
following proposed General Plan policy assures the City’s cooperation:  

T-P6: Coordinate with the San Joaquin Council of Governments and actively par-
ticipate in regional transportation planning efforts to ensure that the City’s inter-
ests are reflected in regional goals and priorities. 

A2-6:  The data reported in Table 3.1-2 on page 3.1-4 of the Draft EIR are provided by the 
California Department of Finance (DOF). DOF does not report a further breakdown of 
housing units, such as by square footage or the exact number of units in each 
development. 

A2-7: Table 3.2-1 on page 3.2-3 of the Draft EIR describes Level of Service thresholds and 
average daily traffic volumes for typical roadway types in Lodi.  They do not refer to 
specific streets in the city. Rather they are devised through analysis of Transportation 
Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual, local factors and planning practice in 
Lodi and neighborhood jurisdictions, as described on page 3.2-2 of the Draft EIR.  

A2-8:  As described on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR, the City of Lodi travel demand model 
was used to determine how the land uses in the proposed General Plan would generate 
vehicle trips and would contribute to future traffic volumes on the major streets 
throughout the planning area.  A table has been added to page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR 
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to display the trip generation rates used in the Lodi model for each land use category.  
See Table 4-1 and the trip generation table in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR. 

A2-9:  The proposed General Plan has a 20-year horizon, through the year 2030, as described 
on page 2-10 of the Project Description in the Draft EIR. This is the horizon year for 
the future traffic volumes and levels of service described on page 3.2-15. A revision has 
been provided on page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR to clarify this horizon year. See Table 4-
1 of this Final EIR.  Data on existing traffic volumes for State highway facilities was 
requested from the permanent count station database maintained by Caltrans HQ and 
was used directly in the General Plan analysis.   

A2-10: As described in the Physical Setting on page 3.2-1 of the Draft EIR, the study area for 
the transportation analysis is bound by the Mokelumne River to the north, ½ mile west 
of Lower Sacramento Road to the west, East Hogan Lane to the south, and the Central 
California Traction Railroad to the east. This area includes State Route 99, whose 
potential impacts are reported in Table 2.3-4, on page 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR. 
However, this study area does not include Interstate 5 located within five miles to the 
west of the city. Proposed General Plan policy T-P7 commits the City to work with the 
regional metropolitan transportation organization on regional transportation funding, 
including the update of regional transportation impact fees. 

Page 3.2-24 of the Draft EIR describes the planned projects to widen SR 99 through 
Lodi that are referenced in this comment. As described in the Draft EIR, because those 
freeway widening projects do not have environmental clearance or identified funding, 
they cannot be assumed in the EIR analysis, but it is acknowledged that those projects 
would help to address the capacity shortfalls identified as a significant impact.   

The City of Lodi has a transportation impact fee program to collect “fair share” 
contributions from new development projects. The fee program is referenced in 
General Plan policy T-P2, and the City’s commitment to update the fee program is 
included in General Plan policy T-P5. The City is willing to discuss with Caltrans the 
potential for expanding the transportation impact fee program to include contributions 
to State highway facility improvements. However, it should be noted that the future 
traffic volumes and Levels of Service on SR 99 described in the Draft EIR are the result 
of increased growth in Lodi combined with increased regional traffic demand (i.e., 
traffic that passes through Lodi but does not stop). Therefore, the “fair share” 
contribution toward SR 99 improvements from new development in Lodi may be a 
relatively small proportion of the overall cost of the improvements. In order for a 
revised impact fee program to be adopted, the likely sources of funding for the 
remainder of the improvement costs would need to be identified. The City will 
coordinate with Caltrans on this issue. A new policy will be added to the proposed 
General Plan: 
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T-PNEW: Participate in discussions with Caltrans and neighboring jurisdictions to 
develop a fair-share fee program for improvements to regional routes and state 
highways. This fee should reflect traffic generated by individual municipalities and 
pass-through traffic.  

A2-11:  The Draft EIR was sent to the Air Resources Board. 

A2-12: The proposed General Plan identifies a range of policies to improve mobility and 
maintain Level of Service standards, including suggestions recommended by the 
reviewer: access management, site design, and on-site development circulation. In 
addition to the City’s Subdivision Ordinance, which specifies required street 
improvements for different types of development projects, these methods are 
exemplified by the following policies: 

T-P9: Design streets in new developments in configurations that generally match 
and extend the grid pattern of existing city streets. This is intended to disperse traf-
fic and provide multiple connections to arterial streets. Require dedication, widen-
ing, extension, and construction of public streets in accordance with the City’s 
street standards. Major street improvements shall be completed as abutting lands 
develop or redevelop. In currently developed areas, the City may determine that 
improvements necessary to meet City standards are either infeasible or undesirable. 

T-P10: Maintain, and update as needed, roadway design standards to manage ve-
hicle speeds and traffic volumes. 

CD-P14: Minimize pavement widths (curb-to-curb) along Mixed Use Corridors to 
prioritize pedestrian and bicycle movement, while ensuring adequate street width 
for traffic flow. 

CD-P34: Minimize curb cuts to expand pedestrian space and increase the supply of 
curbside parking. Methods include requiring abutting new developments to share a 
single access point from the road and allowing only one curb cut per parcel. 

CD-P35: Require new office development to be designed to address not just auto-
mobile access, but also potential for transit access, and allowing lunchtime pede-
strian access to adjacent uses. Locate new office development along the street edge, 
with the main entrance facing the street. Parking should not be located between the 
street and building. 

A2-13:  The following policy in the proposed General Plan assures the City’s continued 
cooperation with Caltrans and other agencies to make improvements that 
accommodate future growth:  

T-P3: Work collaboratively with San Joaquin County, San Joaquin Council of Gov-
ernments, and Caltrans to successfully implement transportation improvements in 
the vicinity of Lodi. 
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A2-14: This comment regarding truck routes represents a comment on the proposed General 
Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a response here. This 
issue is addressed in the response to comment A2-2 above. 

A3: Public Utilities Commission 

A3-1:  The City appreciates the Public Utilities Commission’s commitment to rail safety in 
California. The following proposed General Plan policies seek to assure the City’s 
commitment to funding and implementing rail safety measures: 

T-P4: Maintain and update a Capital Improvements Program so that identified im-
provements are appropriately prioritized and constructed in a timely manner. 

T-P5: Update the local transportation impact fee program, consistent with General 
Plan projections and planned transportation improvements. 

T-P31: Coordinate with the California Public Utilities Commission to implement 
future railroad crossing improvements. 

T-P32: Require a commitment of funding for railroad crossing protection devices 
from private development requiring new railroad spurs. 

A4: City of Stockton 

A4-1:  This comment regarding policies for Urban Reserve areas represents a comment on the 
proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a 
response here. Notably, proposed General Plan policies ensure that the city expands 
only as needed and only when infrastructure has been provided: 

GM-P2EDIT: Target new growth into identified areas, extending south, west, and 
southeast. Ensure contiguous development by requiring development to conform 
to phasing described in Figure 3-1 [of the proposed General Plan]. Enforce phasing 
through permitting and infrastructure provision. Development may not extend to 
Phase 2 until Phase 1 has reached 75% of development potential, and development 
may not extend to Phase 3 until Phase 2 has reached 75% of development potential. 
In order to respond to market changes in the demand for various land use types, 
exemptions may be made to allow for development in future phases before these 
thresholds in the previous phase have been reached.  

GM-G2: Provide infrastructure—including water, sewer, stormwater, and solid 
waste/recycling systems—that is designed and timed to be consistent with projected 
capacity requirements and development phasing.  

GM-P8: Coordinate extension of sewer service, water service, and stormwater facil-
ities into new growth areas concurrent with development phasing. Decline requests 
for extension of water and sewer lines beyond the city limit prior to the relevant 
development phase and approve development plans and water system extension 
only when a dependable and adequate water supply for the development is assured.  

A4-2:  This comment regarding the proposed General Plan’s designation of an Armstrong 
Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area represents a comment on the proposed General 
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Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a response here. The City 
acknowledges that the City of Stockton has adopted an open space/agricultural land use 
along this northern boundary. For information purposes, more detail on the 
Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area is provided in Table 3-1 in the 
Growth Management Element of the proposed General Plan. This table describes 
potential policy tools, such as coordinating with other public agencies and avoiding 
uses that would diminish the agriculture/open space character of the greenbelt.   

A4-3:  This comment regarding the Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area 
represents a comment on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and 
therefore does not require a response here. However, for information purposes, we 
propose additional text in the proposed General Plan to describe the Armstrong Road 
Agricultural/Cluster Study Area, since it is shown on the Land Use Diagram: 

Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area: This overlay designation is in-
tended to maintain a clear distinction between Lodi and Stockton.  In coordination 
with relevant public agencies and property owners, the City will continue to study 
this designation area to determine a strategy to meet these objectives. 

Notably, additional information and policy direction about the Study Area is described 
in the Growth Management Element of the proposed General Plan, as mentioned in 
the response to comment A4-2, above. 

A4-4:  A revision has been provided to page 3.2-21 of the Draft EIR to address this comment 
about traffic volumes and Level of Service on arterial roadways south of Harney Lane. 
See Table 4-1 of this Final EIR. 

A4-5:  Comments noted. The Draft EIR assesses potential impacts on the current staffing 
levels and facilities for police and fire protection. The City respectfully disagrees that it 
needs to provide response time standards. Instead, the proposed General Plan calls for 
establishing even more detailed thresholds to ensuring safety: 

GM-P22: Develop a Fire and Police Services Master Plan that would establish thre-
sholds and requirements for fire and police facilities, staffing, and building features. 
The Fire and Police Services Master Plan should consider the following:  

- Typical nature and type of calls for service;  

- Fire prevention and mitigation measures, such as sprinklers, fire retardant mate-
rials, and alarms;  

- Appropriate measures for determining adequate levels of service; and  

- Locations and requirements for additional facilities and staffing.  

A5: San Joaquin Council of Governments 

A5-1:  As the reviewer notes, although there are two public airports that lie within the city’s 
Planning Area, the airports do not lie within the city limits and are therefore under San 
Joaquin County’s jurisdiction. The City of Lodi will serve as the lead agency when it has 
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the primary responsibility for approving a project that may have a significant impact 
upon the environment. 

A6: San Joaquin Council of Governments 

A6-1:  The City acknowledges that, according to Government Code Section 65089.4, it will be 
required to prepare Deficiency Plan for roadway segments that  are monitored as part 
of the Regional Congestion Management Program (RCMP) and which exceed the 
RCMP’s stipulated Level of Service standard (currently LOS D), within 12 months of 
when the deficiency is identified. 

A6-2:  The City acknowledges that RCMP roadway segments in Lodi that operate at the 
RCMP Level of Service standard (currently LOS D) will be required to prepare a plan 
that analyzes specific strategies for operational preservation and transportation 
demand management. The City further acknowledges that SJCOG is preparing a 
Regional Travel Demand Management Action Plan that will offer guidance for this 
requirement. 

A6-3:  The City acknowledges that future projects in Lodi may be required to assess potential 
impacts on RCMP roadway segments within traffic impact analysis studies and/or 
environmental review documents, if the project generates 125 or more peak hour trips. 

A7: San Joaquin County, Community Development Department 

A7-1:  This comment regarding the Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area 
represents a comment on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and 
therefore does not require a response here. For further information about the 
Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area, see response to Letter A4, comment 
A4-3. 

ORGANIZATIONS/INDIVIDUALS 

B1: Jane Wagner-Tyack 

B1-1:  This comment regarding the Lodi Urban Water Cycle graphic represents a comment 
on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require 
a response here. Notably, the sources of the water supply are documented on page 3.13-
13 of the Draft EIR.  

B1-2:  The City appreciates the reviewer’s interest in ensuring an adequate water supply. Page 
3.13-13 of the Draft EIR describes the potential increase in groundwater safe-yield, as 
the city grows and its land area increases. However, the proposed General Plan ensures 
that agricultural land will not be prematurely converted to urban uses in order to gain 
additional water supply. Proposed policies seek to ensure responsible growth that 
protects agricultural land and ensures that adequate infrastructure and water resources 
are in place before development can proceed: 
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C-P3: Support the continuation of agricultural uses on lands designated for urban 
uses until urban development is imminent. 

GM-G2: Provide infrastructure—including water, sewer, stormwater, and solid 
waste/recycling systems—that is designed and timed to be consistent with projected 
capacity requirements and development phasing.  

GM-G3: Promote conservation of resources in order to reduce the load on existing 
and planned infrastructure capacity, and to preserve existing environmental re-
sources. 

GM-P2EDIT: Target new growth into identified areas, extending south, west, and 
southeast. Ensure contiguous development by requiring development to conform 
to phasing described in Figure 3-1 [of the proposed General Plan]. Enforce phasing 
through permitting and infrastructure provision. Development may not extend to 
Phase 2 until Phase 1 has reached 75% of development potential, and development 
may not extend to Phase 3 until Phase 2 has reached 75% of development potential. 
In order to respond to market changes in the demand for various land use types, 
exemptions may be made to allow for development in future phases before these 
thresholds in the previous phase have been reached.  

GM-P7: Ensure that public facilities and infrastructure—including water supply, 
sewer, and stormwater facilities—are designed to meet projected capacity require-
ments to avoid the need for future replacement and upsizing, pursuant to the Gen-
eral Plan and relevant master planning. 

GM-P8: Coordinate extension of sewer service, water service, and stormwater facil-
ities into new growth areas concurrent with development phasing. Decline requests 
for extension of water and sewer lines beyond the city limit prior to the relevant 
development phase and approve development plans and water system extension 
only when a dependable and adequate water supply for the development is assured.  

B1-3:  This comment supporting use of gray water or rainwater for non-potable uses 
represents a comment on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and 
therefore does not require a response here.  

B1-4:  The Draft EIR makes interchangeable references to the San Francisco Bay-San Joaquin 
River Delta and the Delta. This full name and abbreviation are provided on page 3.7-1 
of the Hydrology and Water Quality section. 

B1-5:  A revision has been provided on page 3.7-1 of the Draft EIR to address this comment 
and proper spelling of the Camanche Reservoir. See Table 4-1 of this Final EIR. 

B1-6:  A revision has been provided to page 7.2-4 of the Draft EIR to address this comment 
regarding groundwater basins. See Table 4-1 of this Final EIR. 

B1-7:  During preparation of the Draft EIR, the analysis of potable water was revised to 
update projections from the most recent urban water management plan and other 
sources to reflect the development potential accommodated in the proposed General 
Plan Land Use Diagram. The water demand and supply analysis, presented in Impact 
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3.13-1, beginning on page 3.13-2, supersedes the proposed General Plan and identifies 
sufficient supply to meet demand during normal years. In dry years, demand is 
projected to exceed supply by approximately 4,040 acre-feet. However, growth 
management phasing, water conservation measures, recycled water, and graywater 
systems, are expected to bridge this gap. The proposed General Plan will be updated 
prior to adoption to reflect this updated analysis. 

Relevant proposed General Plan policies that would ensure that a sufficient water 
supply is available to meet needs and that promote potable water conservation are 
identified in the impact statement, beginning on page 3.13-15. These policies include: 
GM-G2, GM-G3, GM-P7, GM-P8, GM-P9, GM-P10, GM-P11EDIT, GM-P12, GM-
P13, GM-P14, and GM-P15EDIT. GM-P8 in particular ensures that development will 
not proceed until an adequate water supply has been identified:  

GM-P8: Coordinate extension of sewer service, water service, and stormwater facil-
ities into new growth areas concurrent with development phasing. Decline requests 
for extension of water and sewer lines beyond the city limit prior to the relevant 
development phase and approve development plans and water system extension 
only when a dependable and adequate water supply for the development is assured. 

B1-8:  The City appreciates the reviewer’s interest in ensuring water quality levels. The Draft 
EIR acknowledges existing wastewater deficiencies and an implementation program to 
meet existing and future demand. While the proposed General Plan will require new 
facilities to accommodate projected wastewater flows and required treatment capacity, 
it also identifies the infrastructure needed over the life of the Plan, and includes policies 
that require the provision of infrastructure in a timely manner. In fact, many of the 
required infrastructure improvements are already underway or are already part of 
existing master plans. In addition, project level environmental analysis will be required 
for any infrastructure development that could result in environmental impacts. Impact 
3.13-2, beginning on page 3.13-17, identifies the relevant improvements and proposed 
General Plan policies that address this capacity issue. Moreover, the proposed General 
Plan also identifies policies to maintain and improve water quality levels in local and 
regional water bodies: 

C-P-26: Monitor water quality regularly to ensure that safe drinking water stan-
dards are met and maintained in accordance with State and EPA regulations and 
take necessary measures to prevent contamination. Comply with the requirements 
of the Clean Water Act with the intent of minimizing the discharge of pollutants to 
surface waters. 

C-P-27: Monitor the water quality of the Mokelumne River and Lodi Lake, in coor-
dination with San Joaquin County, to determine when the coliform bacterial stan-
dard for contact recreation and the maximum concentration levels of priority pol-
lutants, established by the California Department of Health Services, are exceeded. 
Monitor the presence of pollutants and variables that could cause harm to fish, 
wildlife, and plant species in the Mokelumne River and Lodi Lake. Post signs at 
areas used by water recreationists warning users of health risks whenever the coli-



Chapter 3: Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

3-10 

form bacteria standard for contact recreation is exceeded. Require new industrial 
development to not adversely affect water quality in the Mokelumne River or in the 
area’s groundwater basin. Control use of potential water contaminants through in-
ventorying hazardous materials used in City and industrial operations. 

C-P-28: Regularly monitor water quality in municipal wells for evidence of conta-
mination from dibromochloropropane (DBCP), saltwater intrusion, and other tox-
ic substances that could pose a health hazard to the domestic water supply. Close or 
treat municipal wells that exceed the action level for DBCP. 

C-P-29: Minimize storm sewer pollution of the Mokelumne River and other wa-
terways by maintaining an effective street sweeping and cleaning program. 

C-P-30: Require, as part of watershed drainage plans, Best Management Practices, 
to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 

C-P-31: Require all new development and redevelopment projects comply with the 
post-construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) called for in the Stormwater 
Quality Control Criteria Plan, as outlined in the City’s Phase 1 Stormwater NPDES 
permit issued by the California Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Re-
gion. Require that owners, developers, and/or successors-in-interest to establish a 
maintenance entity acceptable to the City to provide funding for the operation, 
maintenance, and replacement costs of all post-construction BMPs. 

C-P-32: Require, as part of the City’s Storm Water NPDES Permit and ordinances, 
the implementation of a Grading Plan, Erosion Control Plan, and Pollution Pre-
vention Plan during the construction of any new development and redevelopment 
projects, to the maximum extent feasible. 

C-P-33: Require use of stormwater management techniques to improve water qual-
ity and reduce impact on municipal water treatment facilities.  

C-P-34: Protect groundwater resources by working with the county to prevent sep-
tic systems in unincorporated portions of the county that are in the General Plan 
Land Use Diagram, on parcels less than two acres. 

C-P-35: Reduce the use of pesticides, insecticides, herbicides, or other toxic chemi-
cal substances by households and farmers by providing education and incentives.  

 B1-9:  The City appreciates the reviewer’s support for potable water conservation and use of 
grey and recycled water. This comment does not raise environmental issues under 
CEQA. 

B1-10:  This comment does not raise environmental issues under CEQA. The Draft EIR 
represents a good faith effort to disclose all significant environmental effects of 
implementing the proposed General Plan, identify possible ways to minimize the 
significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the proposed Plan. Decision 
makers are required to use this informational document to make a decision about the 
Plan contents and adoption (CEQA Guidelines Section 15090). 
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B2: Herum/Crabtree Attorneys 

B2-1:  This comment—discussing the PRR (Planned Residential Reserve) land use 
designation, which exists in the current General Plan—represents a comment on the 
existing and proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not 
require a response here.  

B2-2:  The reviewer is correct in saying that “an environmentally superior alternative does not 
need to match all the project objectives in order to be a viable alternative.” As described 
on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR, Alternative A was selected as the environmentally 
superior alternative for having the least environmental impact relative to the proposed 
General Plan and Alternative B, while meeting most project objectives. 

B2-3:  The reviewer is correct that elements from two or more alternatives may be blended to 
create a new alternative and meet the two percent growth policy. However, the 
environmental impacts generally correlate with population and job projection 
estimates. Alternative A enjoys the benefits of lower vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions compared with the proposed General Plan in part due to the 
fact that it results in fewer residents and jobs. Adding land area to accommodate the 
additional population to meet the two percent growth policy will result in additional 
environmental impacts, likely similar to those identified in the project.  

B2-4:  As described on page 4-1 of the Draft EIR, according to CEQA Guidelines, the range of 
alternatives “shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic 
purposes of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the 
significant impacts” (Section 15126.6(c)) (emphasis added). The project objectives, as 
described on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, were synthesized during the planning process, 
as a result of input from community members, City staff, and decision makers.  They 
articulate a vision for Lodi’s future in the next 20 years. When the City set out to define 
alternatives to the proposed General Plan, it had to balance the basic project objectives 
with opportunities for substantially lessening significant environmental effects.  

The Draft EIR represents a good faith effort to disclose all significant environmental 
effects of implementing the proposed General Plan, identify possible ways to minimize 
the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the proposed Plan. 
Decision makers ultimately decide on a preferred project, and prepare findings, facts in 
support of findings, and a statement of overriding considerations, as necessary, to 
support their decision. 

B3: Bruce Fry 

B3-1:  This comment, regarding the reviewer’s preference for Alternative A, does not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA; however, as a part of the public record, the City 
will take this comment into account in its decision on the proposed General Plan. 

B3-2:  This comment—discussing the PRR (Planned Residential Reserve) land use 
designation, which exists in the current General Plan—represents a comment on the 
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existing and proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not 
require a response here.  

B3-3:  The objectives of the proposed General Plan clarify the proposed growth pattern, as 
described on page 2-4 of the Draft EIR (emphasis added): 

Objective #1: Compact Urban Form. The Plan enhances Lodi’s compact urban 
form, promoting infill development downtown and along key corridors, while also 
outlining growth possibilities directly adjacent to the existing urban edge. The 
City’s overall form will be squarish, reinforcing the centrality of downtown, with vir-
tually all new development located within three miles from it. 

Objective #2: Mokelumne River as the City’s Northern Edge. The Lodi communi-
ty has expressed a desire to see the river remain as the city’s northern edge. The 
southern bank of the river (within the city) is occupied by residential uses and 
streets do not reach the river. Therefore, connectivity across the river to knit the 
urban fabric would be challenging if growth were to extend northward. 

Objective #7: Agricultural Preservation Along Southern Boundary. In order to 
preserve agriculture and maintain a clear distinction between Lodi and Stockton, the 
Plan acknowledges the Armstrong Road Agricultural/Cluster Study Area along the 
south edge of Lodi, from Interstate 5 (I-5) to State Route (SR) 99, and south to 
Stockton’s Planning Area boundary. 

The Land Use Diagram presented in Figure 2.3-1 on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR does 
depict urban development continuing south up to Hogan Lane, as the reviewer 
recommends, from Lower Sacramento Road on the west, past the Central California 
Traction Railroad to the east. However, it recommends stopping urban development at 
that boundary due to the reasons identified in the three objectives above. 

B3-4:  This comment, recommending that the area south of Harney Lane and north of 
Armstrong Road be designated as Urban Reserve, represents a comment on the 
proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a 
response here.  

B3-5:  The water supply analysis presented on page 3.13-13 of the Draft EIR represents a good 
faith effort to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed General 
Plan. The assumptions used are the best available and reflect existing knowledge and 
data. In the case of water supply, the analysis relies on the City’s adopted 2005 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP).  

As described on page 3.13-13 of the Draft EIR, during dry years, the reliable water 
supply is estimated at 25,310 acre-feet. As a result, potential water shortage at full 
development could be 4,040 acre-feet in a dry year, meeting 86% of demand. The 
analysis on page 3.13-15 further concludes that because of recycled water supply 
opportunities, gray water and rain water catchment systems, and proposed General 
Plan policies that both restricts development until water supply is assured and promote 
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potable water conservation, supply will meet demand, making the potential impact less 
than significant.  

A revision to page 3.13-15 of the Draft EIR (see Table 4-1 in Chapter 4 of this Final 
EIR) describes the City’s Water Conservation Ordinance which further supports water 
conservation, enforces penalties when water is wasted, and permits the City to take 
additional conservation measures in the case of a water supply emergency. While the 
draft EIR does not evaluate scenarios where UWMP assumptions change, such as 
groundwater pumps malfunctioning, as hypothetically referenced by the reviewer, 
these revisions do explain the City’s regulations during a water emergency situation. 

B3-6:  Comment noted regarding a preference for the City to pursue surface water rather than 
groundwater sources and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a 
response here.  

B3-7:  Comment noted regarding the reviewer seeking additional analysis of water demand. 
The demand analysis presented on page 3.13-12 of the Draft EIR represents the best 
effort to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed General Plan. The 
assumptions used are the best available and reflect existing knowledge and data. The 
water analysis will be updated as part of the City’s regular updating of its Urban Water 
Management Plan, as highlighted in policy GM-P10 of the proposed General Plan: 
“…The Urban Water Management Plan should be updated on a five year basis in 
compliance with State of California mandated requirements. Future plans should be 
developed in 2010, 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030.” 

B3-8:  Comment noted regarding the reviewer seeking additional analysis of water quality. 
The potential impacts of the proposed General Plan in terms of water quality are 
identified in the impact analysis beginning on page 3.7-8 of the Draft EIR. Potential 
impacts are considered less than significant given the regulatory requirements and 
standards to which existing and future development must comply. Additionally, 
General Plan policies have been proposed to ensure potential environmental effects on 
water quality remain less than significant. 

B3-9:  This comment, regarding the agricultural conservation program, represents a comment 
on the proposed General Plan and not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require 
a response here.  

B4: Joseph L. Manassero 

B4-1:  This comment—discussing the PRR (Planned Residential Reserve) land use 
designation—represents a comment on the existing and proposed General Plan and 
not on the Draft EIR, and therefore does not require a response here.  

B4-2:  As described on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR, Alternative A was selected as the 
environmentally superior alternative for having the least environmental impact relative 
to the proposed General Plan and Alternative B, while meeting most project objectives. 
The reviewer is correct in saying that additional land area could be added to the east 
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and west of Alternative A in order to meet the two percent growth policy. However, the 
environmental impacts generally correlate with population and job projection 
estimates. Alternative A enjoys the benefits of lower vehicle miles traveled and 
greenhouse gas emissions compared with the proposed General Plan in part due to the 
fact that it results in fewer residents and jobs. Adding land area to accommodate the 
additional population to meet the two percent growth policy will result in additional 
environmental impacts, likely similar to those identified in the project. 

B4-3:  The City respectfully disagrees with the reviewer’s comment. The Draft EIR is an 
informational document that represents a good faith effort to disclose all significant 
environmental effects of implementing the proposed General Plan. It identifies possible 
ways to minimize the significant effects and describes reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed Plan. It does not recommend the project nor any of the alternatives. Rather it 
is intended to assist the community in understanding potential impacts and ultimately 
to aid decision makers to decide on a preferred project, and prepare findings, facts in 
support of findings, and a statement of overriding considerations, as necessary, to 
support their decision.  

B4-4:  This comment, regarding the reviewer’s preference for Alternative A, does not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA; however, as a part of the public record, the City 
will take this comment into account in its decision on the proposed General Plan. 

B5: Catherine T. Manassero 

B5-1:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-1. 

B5-2:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-2. 

B5-3:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-3. 

B5-4:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-4. 

B6: Michael J. Manassero 

B6-1:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-1. 

B6-2:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-2. 

B6-3:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-3. 

B6-4:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-4. 

B7: Patricia M. Manassero 

B7-1:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-1. 

B7-2:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-2. 
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B7-3:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-3. 

B7-4:  See Letter B4, response to comment B4-4. 

B8: Jack D. Ward 

B8-1:  The Environmental Impact Report does not recommend Alternative A nor does it 
recommend the proposed General Plan. The Draft EIR represents a good faith effort to 
disclose all significant environmental effects of implementing the proposed General 
Plan, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable 
alternatives to the proposed Plan. Decision makers may then use this informational 
document to make a decision about Plan contents and adoption. 

B8-2:  This comment, regarding the reviewer’s preference for Alternative A, does not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA; however, as a part of the public record, the City 
will take this comment into account in its decision on the proposed General Plan.  

B9: Joseph Kaehler 

B9-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B9-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B10: Illegible name 

B10-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B10-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B11: John Kaehler 

B11-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B11-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B12: Illegible name 

B12-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B12-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B13: Grace Puccinelli 

B13-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B13-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B14: Illegible name 

B14-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 
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B14-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B15: Illegible name 

B15-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B15-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B16: Douglass Manassero 

B16-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B16-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B17: Illegible name 

B17-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B17-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B18: Illegible name 

B18-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B18-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B19: Illegible name 

B19-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B19-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B20: Illegible name 

B20-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B20-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B21: Illegible name 

B21-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B21-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B22: Steve J. Borra Jr. 

B22-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B22-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 
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B23: Beverly Borra 

B23-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B23-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B24: Lucille Borra 

B24-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B24-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B25: Gary Tsutsumi 

B25-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B25-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B26: Illegible name 

B26-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B26-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B27: Illegible name 

B27-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B27-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B28: Illegible name 

B28-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B28-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B29: Illegible name 

B29-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B29-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B30: Thomas Gooding 

B30-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B30-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B31: Louise Gooding 

B31-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 
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B31-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B32: Illegible name 

B32-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B32-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B33: Mike Mason 

B33-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B33-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B34: Jake Diede 

B34-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B34-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B35: Steven L. Diede 

B35-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B35-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B36: Izzac Ramirez 

B36-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B36-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

B37: Robert Lee 

B37-1:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-1. 

B37-2:  See Letter B8, response to comment B8-2. 

ORAL TESTIMONY 

C-1: Planning Commission Hearing on Draft EIR 

Oral comments were heard at a Planning Commission public hearing on the Draft EIR, on 
December 9, 2009. Jane Wagner-Tyack voiced oral comments, but also provided the same 
comments in a letter. Responses to this letter, Letter B1, are provided above. All other 
comments heard represented comments on the proposed General Plan and did not raise 
environmental issues under CEQA and therefore will not be addressed in this response to 
comments on the Draft EIR. 
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4 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

This chapter includes the revisions to the Draft EIR. These revisions have been made in 
response to comments or based on review by the EIR preparers. The revisions appear here in 
the order they appear in the Draft EIR. Text additions are noted in underline and text deletions 
appear in strikeout.  

The City may refine the proposed General Plan based upon agency and public comments. 
These changes will not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant 
environmental impacts or mitigation measures and therefore do not trigger recirculation. 
Revisions to the Draft EIR are described in Table 4-1 and organized by chapter, page and table 
or figure, where applicable. Certain revised pages (including revised figures) have been 
appended to the end of this chapter, for clarity purposes; these pages are referenced in the 
table. 

Table 4-1: Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Chapter/

Section Page Correction 

3.2 3.2-15 The second sentence of the first paragraph is amended as follows: 

Table 3.2-4 presents the existing and projected (2030) traffic volumes and LOS for 

individual roadway segments throughout the city. 

3.2 3.2-21 Add paragraph following Table 3.2-4:

Future (2030) traffic volumes and LOS values were assessed for two additional 

north-south segments, between Harney Lane and Armstrong Road:

Lower Sacramento Rd: 24,500, LOS B

West Lane: 28,500, LOS D

Existing daily traffic volumes and LOS were not assessed. These additional segments 

do not alter the conclusions presented in the Draft EIR regarding significant envi-

ronmental impacts and therefore do not trigger recirculation

3.2 3.2-22 The following text is added after the first paragraph of the Impact Methodology sec-

tion. The referenced Table 3.2-4A may be found at this end of this chapter. 

The traffic demand forecasting model summarizes land uses, street network, travel 

characteristics, and other key factors. Using these data, the model performs a series 

of calculations to determine the amount of trips generated, where each trip begins 

and ends, and the route taken by the trip. Trip generation is estimated by land use, 

using factors, as described in a new table, Table 3.2-4A. These trips are aggregated 

to determine daily traffic volumes and total vehicle trips in addition to other out-

comes.

3.7 3.7-1 The Comanche Camanche Reservoir is located on the Mokelumne River approx-

imately 20 miles northeast of the Planning Area (City of Lodi, 1988; Department of 

Water Resources, 2006). 

3.7-4  A second map is added to this page to show groundwater basins. This new map, 

Figure 7.2-1A is appended at the end of this section.  

3.13-15  The following text is added after the third paragraph under the heading “Policies and 

Mitigations:” 
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Third, the City’s Water Conservation Ordinance promotes water conservation by

restricting water of landscaping to certain days and hours. (For example, odd num-

bered street addresses may only water landscaping on Wednesdays, Fridays and 

Sundays, and watering between May 1 and September 30, between 10AM and 6PM is 

prohibited.) The ordinance also specifies enforcement procedures, including sanc-

tions for non-compliance. Most importantly, in relation to dry year scenarios, the 

ordinance also permits the City to place additional restrictions on water use in an 

emergency situation to manage water pressure and/or supply demands. 
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Table 3.2-4A: Daily Vehicle Trip Generation Rates  

Land Use Type Units 

Daily Trips Generated

per Unit

Residential 

Single Family Dwelling Units 11

Multi-Family Dwelling Units 7

Duplex  Dwelling Units 9

Mobile Home  Dwelling Units 4.99

Retirement Home Thousand Square-feet 3.3

Non-Residential 

General Commercial/Shopping Center Thousand Square-feet 45

Super Store Thousand Square-feet 60

Downtown/Neighborhood Commercial Thousand Square-feet 25

Office Thousand Square-feet 15

Light Industrial Thousand Square-feet 6.97

Heavy Industrial Thousand Square-feet 1.7

Public Uses Thousand Square-feet 1

High School Students 1.71

Elementary & Junior High School Students 1.29

Hotel Rooms 8.92

Hospital Thousand Square-feet 17.57

Highway Commercial  Thousand Square-feet 845.6

Source: City of Lodi Travel Demand Forecasting Model, Final Model Development Report, Fehr and Peers, February 2008. 
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